Is anthropomorphism dead? Most modern students of animal behaviour think that it is and are therefore confident that their own use of anthropomorphic language is purely metaphorical. John Kennedy's point is that explicit anthropomorphism was indeed well-nigh killed for such students by fierce criticism from the radical behaviourists, but that we have to recognize that today there is a new anthropomorphism which is much harder to avoid because it is unintended and largely unconscious. It exists because of a fact only hinted at in the literature: that an anthropomorphic * fellowfeeling ' toward animals, especially higher ones, is built into us by nature and nurture. Cambridge University Press has no responsibility for the persistence or accuracy of URLs for external or third-party internet websites referred to in this publication, and does not guarantee that any content on such websites is, or will remain, accurate or appropriate. Information regarding prices, travel timetables, and other factual information given in this work is correct at the time of first printing but Cambridge University Press does not guarantee the accuracy of such information thereafter.
PREFACE
Anthropomorphism in the study of animal behaviour has been a hobby-horse of mine for more than fifty years. During those years the pendulum has swung both ways between anthropomorphism and behaviourism. I was enjoined long ago to develop my concern with this problem into a book, but I could ill afford the concentration it demanded; and doing experiments was anyway much more fun than writing. Perhaps it is not a bad thing that the book has had to wait so long to be written, brief though it is, since of course my thoughts on the subject have meanwhile been changing, most of all in the last few years. But at the same time the status of anthropomorphism itself has been changing, too. Once a live issue, a butt for behaviourists, it now gets little more than an occasional word of consensual disapproval (and exceptionally a spirited defence). What now gave me pause was doubt that any readers would be found for a book that criticized anthropomorphism. Most people might suppose, nowadays, that a book with that word in its title could only be flogging a dead horse. I have to thank three strategically placed people for convincing me that a book on the particular lines of this one would be worth the effort: Vince Dethier, Jeffrey Gray and Pat Bateson, the last being good enough to read and criticize the whole manuscript. I am equally grateful to Tom Baker, Hugh Dingle, Cathy Kennedy, Peter Miller, Steve Simpson, three anonymous referees and, most especially, my wife, for their backing and comments. I should like to thank, also, Dick Southwood for affording me a post-retirement working haven in the Department of Zoology in Oxford; and Alan Crowden of the Cambridge University Press for his consideration and wise counsel during the publication process.
